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 I – INTRODUCTION


 

  


 


 

  

   Dong, dong, dong. This is punishment time! Repent! I am the prophet Philippulus, and I proclaim that terror days are arriving! The end of the world is coming! Everybody will perish! And survivors will die from hunger and cold! They will be struck by plague, measles and cholera!…


   Hergé, Tintin et l’étoile mystérieuse (1946)


  


 


 

  The myth of “climate change” caused by humans, who emit CO2 into the atmosphere, raising global temperatures, causing all kinds of disasters, which in turn calls for draconian policies, is a myth which is becoming increasingly widespread and inﬂuential. The expression “climate change” is somewhat meaningless: the climate has always been constantly changing, day by day, month by month, century by century, from region to region, and it is unclear as to which of these thousands of changes in climate the expression refers. This does not stop the concern towards the climate and its warming from being at the heart of one’s worries and recommendations. We will use “warmism” to refer to this school of thought as well as the institutions that share it. This unattractive word is a portmanteau, a blend of warming and alarmism.


  Warmism ﬁnds its place within a long tradition of apocalyptic predictions and analyses, which is still very much alive today, and occasionally referred to as “collapsology” (Servigne and Stevens 2015). This movement goes back to the ﬁrst pages of the Bible. For their sins, Adam and Eve are expelled from paradise and condemned to tears and blood (Genesis 3). A few pages later, the Bible describes the Flood: “And God saw that the wickedness of man was great in the earth” and the Lord said: “I will destroy man whom I have created from the face of the earth; both man, and beast, and the creeping thing, and the fowls of the air” (Genesis 6). “The windows of heaven were opened. And the rain fell upon the earth forty days and forty nights, removing all beings on dry land” (Genesis). So, one can ﬁnd in the Flood the key ingredients of warmism: the mischiefs of mankind, climatic catastrophe, the point of no return, and the elimination of life on earth.


  

   Four catastrophisms


   Warmism concerns mankind and nature. Man’s behaviour destroys nature, which in turn will take revenge on man. Nature is addressed in terms of the climate and its “disorders” (our warmists know the rules), but this angle of attack is not very restrictive, as the climate has an impact on almost all aspects of nature: from sea level to deforestation. Warmists are also part of a long list of authors who have predicted and announced disasters caused by man’s actions on nature. These predictions found great intellectual and popular success, before being proven wrong as the facts developed. We will brieﬂy discuss four of these, represented by famous works.


    


   Malthus – In 1798, Thomas Malthus, a pastor professor of economics at Cambridge, published An Essay on the principle of population. The thesis is simple and easy to understand: population is increasing faster than agricultural production. This observation was based on American empirical data. It was generalized and extended. Malthus even gives a mathematical formulation (today we would say that he built a model) assuming or arguing that the population increases as a geometrical progression while food production increases as an arithmetic progression. This formulation is more illustrative than essential to the analysis of Malthus. The growth rate of the population only needs to be faster than the growth rate of agricultural production to lead to a catastrophic situation, since food per capita will necessarily decrease. An adjustment through poverty, hunger, and death will reduce the population to the level permitted by food resources. Malthus is therefore announcing a catastrophic scenario. He concludes, as everyone knows, with the need for policies and behaviours for voluntary birth control.


    


   The success of his book was considerable, even if its content was highly criticized upon its publication. Malthus’s predictions were totally belied by the facts. His model was based on false premises. He ignored the advances in agricultural productivity, the potential of international trade, the possibility of immigration and falling birth rates combined with rising living standards. In fact, agricultural production increased much faster than the population, in the United Kingdom and in almost every country in the world.


    


   The attraction of this catastrophic model has long been greater than the verdict of reality, and the echo of Malthus’s book is still heard today. In 1968, Paul Ehrlich (a professor at Stanford and his wife Anne Ehrlich, published a book entitled Population Bomb, the ﬁrst paragraph of which is worth quoting in full: “The battle to feed all of humanity is over. In the 1970s, hundreds of millions of people will starve to death in spite of any crash programs embarked upon now. At this late date, nothing can prevent a substantial increase in the world death rate.” It’s hard to believe that something like that could be written a century and a half after Malthus. But the most amazing, and most signiﬁcant thing is the considerable success of the book, which sold millions of copies.


    


   Jevons – In 1865, Stanley Jevons published On the issue of coal. Jevons is not an unknown. This professor of logic and moral philosophy (this is how economists were called at that time) at an English university is a great writer and one of the great economists of the 19th century. He is one of the inventors of the marginalist theory, which revolutionised economic analysis. In On the issue of coal, he considers the future of the economy and of society in England. He shows that the considerable progress achieved over the preceeding century was mainly based on coal, “the only and necessary basis of our material power.” He compares annual production, known reserves and changes in the population and concludes that English development is not sustainable. His analysis is detailed and sophisticated. He takes into account price effects (on the supply and demand of coal), the United Kingdom’s foreign trade, advances in carbon productivity (inventing along the way the ever-present notion of rebound effect) and policy options. But none of this alters the pessimism of his analysis: “We have to face the terrible choice between a short prosperity and a long mediocrity,” he concludes.


    


   Jevons is in some way to coal what Malthus was to agricultural production. Meanwhile, the UK had passed “from Ceres to Pluto”, to borrow Bertrand de Jouvenel’s beautiful expression. Despite his superior intelligence, Jevons commits the same error as Malthus. His overly monocausal model also ignores the changes that were to occur in the following decades: the discovery of oil and gas, the growing role of services, the collapse of transport costs and the opportunities from international trade. The facts will prove him wrong as well. The UK will escape the terrible dilemma formulated by Jevons. The country will continue to grow and even become one of the richest countries in the world.


    


   Carson – In 1962, Rachel Carson published Silent Spring. Rachel Carson was an American biologist specialising in the study of marine life, and a talented writer. Her book is a violent charge against pesticides, that she calls biocides because they kill all sorts of animals and particularly birds, as well as humans. In no time, she says, all birds will die and forests will be silent. The title refers to a famous poem by Keats, la Belle Dame sans Merci:


   

    The sedge is wither’d from the lake,


    And no bird sings.


   


   The reference is totally anachronistic; it is a love song, which dates from 1819, a time when DDT wasn’t killing any birds.


    


   The impact of the work was considerable, ﬁrst in the United States, and in many other countries later. The popular press (e.g. Time magazine) praised it to the skies. This success continues to this day. In the United States and in Germany, many Rachel Carson institutes were created to continue the action of “conservationist” Carson. In 2012, UNESCO also organized a major international conference in Paris to celebrate her memory and her work, on the ﬁftieth anniversary of the publication of Silent Spring. Fortunately, her prediction did not come true, and the birds still sing in the spring, even in Paris.


    


   Meadow – In 1972, Dennis Meadow and his wife Dorabella published The Limits to Growth. Dennis Meadows was then a professor at MIT (Massachusetts Institute of Technology), one of the top universities in the world. The book was actually commissioned by the Club of Rome, an association of businessmen (its ﬁrst president, Aurelio Peccei, was a director of FIAT) and high ofﬁcials concerned about the future of the planet. The book is a “scientiﬁc” analysis which takes the form of computer simulation models. It explores the relationship over time between ﬁve variables: the world population, industrialization, pollution, food production and natural resource depletion. Included are the variables and worries of Malthus, Jevons and Carson cleverly combined, in the context of the entire globe. Their catastrophic conclusions are also arrived at. Of the three scenarios analysed, two lead to impossibilities and collapses in the ﬁrst half of 21st century.


    


   The Meadows’ report was criticized, especially by economists, who accused it of having built a model ignoring both prices and technological progress. But these criticisms counted for little next to the powerful machine of the Club of Rome, which ensured the considerable promotion and success of the book. It was translated into many languages, gave rise to numerous lectures and articles, and inspired thousands of decision-makers.


    


   In fact, it was the beginning of a large informal movement in favour of “zero growth”. The title of the French translation, ‘Halte à la croissance? (The end of growth?)’, reﬂects this operational conclusion more strongly than the original English title, and even the contents of the book which did not contain many recommendations. This operational conclusion is illustrated by the position taken by Sicco Mansholt, a member of the Club of Rome, a Dutch politician, who became European Commissioner, and nothing less than the President of the European Commission. In 1974, during the ﬁrst oil crisis, he said: “The current oil crisis can only be a happy event. It was obvious that industrial societies could not continue to grow at current rates. It is not too late to change everything”.


    


   As most of the predictions of the Meadows’ report focused on the mid-21st century, it is difﬁcult to say whether they are conﬁrmed or refuted by the facts. The alarmist conclusions about the depletion of world reserves of key minerals do not seem to stand up to the facts. The lifespan of the reserves of iron or oil (the number of years of operation at current or increasing rate of consumption) has remained the same for decades. Sufﬁce it to mention here the 1979 book by Lester Brown called Running on Empty, which was written in the wake of the Meadows Report, and predicted the imminent end of car usage, because of the lack of fuel. This book, at least, was clearly contradicted by the facts, a detail that did nothing to hinder the career of its author.


    


   These four books are representative of the same current. They are all based on analyses that appear to be scientiﬁc, and which are, more or less. They have a very dark tone, and all predict that man is destroying nature and, in doing so, destroying himself. They all had a very large media success, conﬁning unanimity. In retrospect, we can say that they have all, to varying degrees, been disproved by changing realities.


  


  

  

   Warmism as an ideology


   Many are the thinkers who “scientiﬁcally” proved that human behaviour would inevitably reshape nature, which would in turn take revenge on the man. Warmism however is more than just another catastrophism. It is also, and above all, an ideology, in the sense that Hannah Arendt gives to the word in speaking of “these ‘isms’ which, to the delight of their followers, can explain every last event, by deducting it from one sole premise. […] The wisdom of hindsight allows us to discover in them certain elements that helped make them so disturbingly useful for totalitarian rule.” (Arendt p. 824).


    


   Hannah Arendt’s deﬁnition is explicitly based on her masterly analysis of the two great ideologies of the 20th century, communism and nazism. Warmism obviously does not have the appalling character of these ideologies. It is, for now at least, a pocket ideology, a mini-ideology. In so far as warmism evokes these terrible socio-political movements, it is in a minor key, like a caricature, which is reminiscent of the famous words of Marx comparing the 1851 coup d’Etat to Brumaire 1799: “History repeats itself twice, the ﬁrst time as tragedy, the second as farce.” But the fact is, warmism has many of the ﬁve characteristics that deﬁne an ideology, according to Hannah Arendt.


    


   Monocausal – First of all, an ideology is based and built on a simple and unique relationship with an inﬁnite explanatory power. All the evils of the world are caused by impiety, or clericalism, or capitalism, or inferior races. Similarly, warmism is based on a single premise, namely that the release of greenhouse gas caused by humans will lead to dramatic global warming. This premise is sufﬁcient to explain all kinds of phenomena: rising sea levels, more frequent extreme events, the disappearance of the ice caps, changes in agriculture, the extinction of animal species, etc. It is difﬁcult to open a newspaper without ﬁnding with regards to everything and anything, the famous line: it is the fault of climate change.


    


   Scientiﬁst – Ideologies claim to be based on science, a unique science, dogmatic, closed, irrefutable and ﬁnal. Communism deﬁned itself as “scientiﬁc” socialism; it developed “Marxist economics”, well above ordinary economics, and imposed or sought to impose it everywhere, if necessary, by force. Nazism was expressed as a so-called “science of races.” These so-called sciences have a predictive value: they produce the certainty of ﬁnal disaster. The marxist economy “proved”, without discussion, that capitalism in all its forms was condemned to collapse into the next inevitable big crisis. The nazi science of races concluded that the inferior races would soon sweep away the superior races, especially the aryan race, the noblest of all. Similarly, the science of warmism predicts, with certainty, an increase in temperature of several degrees Celsius during the 21st century, which will multiply the number and magnitude of ﬂoods, droughts, shortages, famines, disease, and challenge the very survival of our planet.


    


   State Actors – Thirdly, ideologies are doctrines, espoused, captured or instrumentalised by States. This is what differentiates them from popular beliefs or religions, or at least most of them. Communism was not much before 1917, nor nazism before 1933. It is after it identiﬁes with a State and a State identiﬁes with it that a body of theory turns into an ideology. It then enjoys the administrative apparatus, public propaganda, and the monopoly of legitimate violence that deﬁnes the state. Belief becomes mandatory. Warmism has not yet reached this stage, but it’s getting there at a good pace. It has been ofﬁcially “adopted” in most of the developed world, where it now holds the rank of an ofﬁcial way of thinking and science. Better than this, warmism was adopted (and largely invented) by the embryo of the universal state that is the United Nations. It is, so to say, the ﬁrst ofﬁcial world ideology.


    


   Revolutionaries – Fourth, the apocalyptic predictions of ideologies lead to the need for preventative revolutions. The duty of a true believer is to do everything (the important word here is “everything”) to stop the infernal process identiﬁed by “science”. The ideologue is a ﬁghter. For the anticlericalism of the 18th and 19th centuries, the enemy to be defeated – the infamous one to be crushed as Voltaire put it, who signed with “Ecf L’inf” (let us crush the infamous one) – is the Church; “Clericalism? This is the enemy” thundered Gambetta. For the marxist engaged in the “ﬁnal battle”, a strong state power, if necessary a dictatorial one, is needed to eliminate the capitalist class. The bible of nazism was entitled Mein Kampf (My Battle), and was to lead to a “ﬁnal solution”. It is in this sense, as Arendt shows, that these ideologies are potentially totalitarian.


    


   Warmism, thank God, does not incorporate such death wishes. It wants the disappearance of things (CO2), not of humans. This makes it a temperate ideology, a pale copy of these great elders. But we ﬁnd in it the rage to destroy. It is, as we hear every day, about “saving the planet”, no less. It is a noble “ﬁght”. And that absolutely requires a drastic reduction in emissions of greenhouse gases – at any cost. France, for example, has ofﬁcially voted to quarter its CO2 emissions. Everything should (in principle) be subjected to this categorical imperative. Many countries, especially poor countries, baulk at this. They know they cannot expand further without consuming more energy, consume more energy by emitting less CO2; and they choose development. Forcing their hand is the challenge of climate conferences. Warmists hope to persuade them that they are contributing to the end of the world, to explain that there is “another” way of developing without carbon, and to promise them billions of dollars.


    


   The necessary Copernican revolutions imposed by these terrible ideologies are not an obstacle to their success, on the contrary. They reinforce the idea of deserved punishment. Sacriﬁcing the dominant classes or inferior races can have a cathartic effect, that of the puriﬁcation of the spectator’s soul through the spectacle of punishing the guilty. Greek theatre, where the word comes from, was content with showing this punishment on a stage. Modern ideologies inﬂict it for real upon millions of citizens. The punishment is a major – and explicit – component – of warmist ideology. If all goes wrong for the planet, it is the fault of man. The sinner must repent and accept the punishment he deserves. Finally, to pass the bitter pill of punishment, ideologies promise us a better world: communism’s radiant dawn, the world cleansed by nazism, and warmism’s “other economy”.


    


   Popular – The last feature of ideology is its popular success. Sects and esotericism are not ideologies. Communism has been the hope of more than half the globe for over half a century. For many intellectuals, it was, as Sartre said, “the unsurpassable horizon of our time.” Nazism was widely accepted by one of the most cultured, informed and educated peoples of the earth – as evidenced by the election of Hitler through universal suffrage.


    


   Of course, these successes are due in part to the carrot of propaganda and the stick of terror. Nazism and communism did not invent propaganda, which had ﬂourished in particular during WWI amongst all belligerents, but nazi Germany and the communist Soviet Union were the ﬁrst countries to make systematic use of it, as i l lustrated and theorized by Serge Tchakotine in his famous 1939 book on The Rape of the crowds by political propaganda.


    


   However, the success of ideologies is also explained, largely, by their own attractiveness. It can be measured by examining the penetration of communist ideology into most Western countries (the nazi ideology was, because of its racial dimension, less easily exportable). This penetration was massive, especially in France and Italy. The decision of the French Government to ﬂy the ﬂags of public buildings at half-mast after the death of Stalin in 1953 is a symbol of the extent of this penetration. It applied to thousands of clubs, associations, unions, friends, groups, institutions and other go-betweens. It was also in (almost) all minds. In post-war France, and up to the 1980s, the vast majority of artists, journalists, historians, philosophers, geographers, etc. adhered to the Communist ideas, analyses and predictions. To take a concrete example, almost all intellectuals (including those who were not communists), based on the economic publications of the United Nations, were, in the 1950s, absolutely convinced that the income per head in the USSR would catch up and surpass the per capita income of the United States. The only question to be debated was: when? 1970? 1980? This popular and intellectual success owed little to propaganda and almost nothing to fear.


    


   Similarly, the success of the warmist ideology is considerable, at least in developed countries. It is total in UN organisations such as the UN itself and the WMO (World Meteorological Organization) which created and manage the IIPC, an institution analysed in detail in chapter III. Such a symbiosis is quite natural: these organizations support warmism, which in turn justiﬁes them. The governments of most rich countries have been, at least in words, true believers: David Cameron, Angela Merkel, Barack Obama and French presidents compete on greeness. The European Union endorses warmist analyses and goals. A host of NGOs (non-governmental organisations) multinationals such as Greenpeace, Friends of the Earth, WWF (World Wide Fund or World Wildlife Fund) and the Climate Action Network (CAN) collect and organize millions of militant activists for the cause. Millions of voters vote for Green parties who are ofﬁcially ardent warmists.


  


  

  

   Content of the essay


   It is in the light of the concept of ideology introduced by Hannah Arendt, and in relation to man-made nature catastrophism, that we will examine the phenomenon of warmism. Let us be clear: this essay does not deny global warming. During the 20th century, the average temperature of the earth has increased by 0.6 to 0.8 degrees centigrade. But warmism (the ideology) is much more than global warming (the measurable fact).


    


   From the environment to warmism – In the 1970s and 1980s, when the very legitimate concern for the environment developed, the scene was occupied mainly by: the ﬁght against water pollution, deforestation, SO2, Nitrogen oxides, CFCs (chloroﬂuorocarbons, responsible for the famous hole in the ozone layer), pesticides, destruction of landscapes and biodiversity. Over time, these concerns were relegated to the background, and gradually replaced by concerns about global warming. CO2 has become public enemy number one. Warmism has largely taken the place of the environment. One hesitates to use the image of separating the wheat from the chaff, because it implies a judgement of questionable value, but this metaphor evokes quite well the curious evolution that has occurred.


    


   The Environmental Summit, launched in France in 2007 (under the name of Grenelle Summit), provides a good illustration of this. The vast majority of the measures contained in the law of this name – which was passed by almost all members of Parliament (with the exception of three or four Green members of Parliament who found the law to be insufﬁcient) – consist of taxes, prohibitions, obligations and public spending to reduce France’s CO2 emissions.


    


   Warmism therefore ignores problems as important as the acculturation of some peoples, the destruction of many landscapes, the disruption of numerous ecosystems and or threats to biodiversity – all environmental disasters which are hardly directly related to rising temperatures.


    


   The ﬁeld of warmism remains immense and raises many questions. Where has this movement come from? Who supported it then and who supports it now? Is there such thing as climate science? Is the IPCC a scientiﬁc authority? How does it work? What does it recommend, or seek to impose? The desire to greatly reduce the consumption of carbon energy, and particularly carbon electricity – which is an absolutely essential component of warmism – is this realistic? Is warmism (in effect if not in intent) the preserve of rich countries, seeking to hinder the development of poor countries?


    


   Legitimacy of the author – First we must respond to an objection which will certainly be raised: is the author a climatologist? if not, how does he dare write about this topic? Parodying Clemenceau1, he could answer that climatology is too serious a matter to be left to climatologists, if only because the consequences of their words and their recommendations concern everyone. But he prefers to make three observations.


    


   The ﬁrst is that the concept of “climatologist” is anything but clear. We know what a physicist, a chemist, a mathematician, even an economist is; it is unclear what a climatologist is exactly. Climatology is still a science in formation. Fifty years ago, it wasn’t taught anywhere, and nobody called himself a climatologist. Its contours are uncertain, its methods debated, its hierarchies unclear. It is the daughter of meteorology. But meteorology was about short term understanding and forecasting, whilst climatology is interested in the long term. Moving from weeks to centuries, we change disciplines. Climatology covers a large and heterogeneous ﬁeld addressed with methods borrowed from many classic disciplines: chemistry, physics, mathematics, geology, geography, biology, etc. Climatologists are usually specialists in these disciplines who then self-identify as climatologists. There is obviously nothing pejorative in this ﬁnding, made inevitable by the newness of the ﬁeld and a necessary step in the building a “true” climate science. More speciﬁcally, we could deﬁne climatologists as researchers paid by governments to try and understand climate change, or the climate. All this implies prudence in the distribution of the label of “climatologist”.


    


   The second observation is that the author (like millions of people) has little difﬁculty in being at least as “climatologist” as many of the heralds of the warmist cause. The United Nations had a Mr Climate, Mr Ivo de Boer, who was succeeded by a Ms Climate, Ms. Christiana Figueres, who ran the United Nations organization responsible for stabilizing concentrations of greenhouse gases (UNFCCC), for whom the IPCC works, and who organizes annual conferences convened for this purpose, such as the Paris Conference in 2015. Ivo de Boer studied social work, then began an administrative career within the Ministry of Housing in the Netherlands, before joining Habitat (the U. N. organization responsible for human settlements), then the headquarters in New York, where he was appointed head of the UNFCCC. Ms. Figueres studied anthropology. These studies are of course honourable; and the careers of these UN high ofﬁcials certainly demonstrate their skills as managers and politicians2. But the least we can say is that these studies and careers have not had a very close relationship with climatology, or even the environment. The IPCC, an important warmist UN institution to be discussed later in this essay, has been managed by Mr. Rajendra Pachauri3 for the last 12 years. His education (Railway engineering then Management Studies) which is nothing if not respectable, does not have much to do with the climate. We shall see later that most members of the executive committee of the IPCC have comparable proﬁles. We can say the same of the leaders and activists of non-governmental organizations such as Greenpeace or the WWF. Or of ofﬁcial climatologists in different countries. The talent of Nicolas Hulot, Special Envoy of the French Republic for the protection of the planet, or the charm of Marion Cotillard, the Republic’s presidential spokesperson on global warming, are admirable, but their training in climatology is less so.


    


   The third observation is that (let us repeat it) this essay is not intended to deny the reality of global warming and the possibility of an increase in temperatures in the coming decades, let alone to replace the theory of global warming by another, a theory of global cooling for example. This essay attempts to analyse warmism as an ideology. This leads us to question its “scientiﬁc” character, to emphasize its contradictions, confront its predictions with actual developments, to question the consequences of policies that are drawn from it, to criticize the warmist discourse for its simplistic and reductive caracter, in a word, its ideology. To put it another way, we seek to be the devil’s advocate in the Stalinist trial made by warmism to man.


    


   Very sharp and diverse physio-chemical knowledge – that the author does not possess – is not required for this critical questioning. The debate between the warmist and his critic is asymmetrical. A warmist claims to know everything about the climate and climate change. His critic only attempts to ﬁnd ﬂaws in this knowledge, not to replace it with another, equally totalitarian, knowledge. If art is difﬁcult, in the words of Destouches, criticism is easy. But not necessarily less useful. It was Charles Darwin who said that “To kill an error is as good a service as, and sometimes better than, the establishing of a new truth or fact”. Questioning a hegemonic ofﬁcial truth is quite a normal, scientiﬁc and even political attitude. On climate, it requires mostly logical reasoning and basic statistical analysis mastered by any scientist, including any economist. The approach will be widely multidisciplinary, not because the style of the time requires it, but because the subject does.


    


   It will nevertheless be scientiﬁc, in the sense that analyses will be based systematically on ﬁgures4 and quotes from warmists. In the areas studied, we use ﬁrst-hand data, indicating the relevant reference, rather than judgements or second or third hand data. To avoid being accused of distorting warmist thought, we have multiplied – to a point that some may ﬁnd excessive – quotes from warmist personalities, by specifying the source. Everything is done so that the reader can check by himself the accuracy of what is alleged.


    


   Structure of the essay – The rest of this essay is structured as follows.


    


   Chapter II presents the warmist catechism, that is to say the contents of the doctrine, as it appears in the founding documents, in particular the reports of the IPCC, and those that are mentioned in the media echo chamber, and developed in government statements and policies.


    


   Chapter III, devoted to the guardians of the warmist temple, seeks to shed light on the origin of the doctrine, and analyses the different players or groups of players of the warmist movement: international organisations, politicians, researchers, NGOs and the media, the IPCC and their links.


    


   Chapter IV is concerned with the data relating to the anthropogenic warming of the planet. This is clearly one of the, or perhaps the founding, theme of the warmist ideology. It will be shown thatthe theory of an exponentially and never-seen-before temperature increase, corresponds poorly to a more complex reality, admittedly marked by a 0.7° increase during the 20th century, but with periods of increases followed by periods of declines, and also by a “pause” in the last 17 years. We will also examine the warmist assertion that the main cause (“95%”) of the changes is human activity, in the form of emissions of greenhouse gases, mainly CO2, emissions of which have indeed increased signiﬁcantly over the 20th century. This transformation of imperfect correlations into a single causality is somewhat risky. Yet it is the cornerstone of the doctrine.


    


   Chapter V examines the alleged consequences of the temperature changes on other climate dimensions, such as the evolution of the ice caps, precipitation, or catastrophes. It also assesses the warmist claim that the damages of global warming would be particularly severe in poor countries.


    


   Chapter VI, entitled the land of chimeras, is devoted to the policies that stem directly from the analysis discussed in previous chapters, and are therefore an essential aspect, and probably the most important, of the warmist ideology. The recommendations for a massive reduction of CO2 emissions put forward by warmists and their organizations are the very essence of international climate conferences, the next of which will take place in Paris in December 2015. We will show that these recommendations transport us into a dream world, a world characterized by a universal Gosplan, sterilizing constraints on electricity production and on production at large, the myth of green growth, and the blocking of the development of poor countries.


    


   Chapter VII returns to the totalitarian temptation of warmism. Like all ideologues, warmists do not support discussion, questions, nuances and objections. They see themselves as ﬁghters, ﬁghters for a just cause – nothing short of saving the planet. They are converts, ready for all propaganda and indoctrination to increase the number of faithful. They do not support non-believers, and are determined to do anything to silence them: it is for the good of humanity.


    


   Chapter VIII is a chapter of conclusions. It incorporates the previous analyses showing how a fragile science could turn into an ideology – and a dangerous one, like all ideologies.
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